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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendments 

1 . This Action is in response to an Amendment filed on March 8, 2010. Claims 8, 
24-25, 27 have been amended. Claims 8 and 21-30 are pending in this application. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, filed 3/8/2010, have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The applicants are arguing in substance the following: 

Arguments under 35 U.S.C. 102 (b) 
Arguments to Claim 8: 

a) The prior art does not disclose determining quality of services corresponding 
to a plurality of provider sites, wherein the QOS information is provided by the provider 
sites and accumulated by the management sites. 
Response to arguments of Claim 8: 

As to point a: The argument has been considered but is not persuasive. On page 
21, particularly paragraphs 3-6, Kreger discloses receiving QOS parameters regarding 
web services from web service providers and storing the QOS parameters in a 
repository of a UDDI node, wherein, the UDDI node represents a management site. 
Service requestors search for services based on how they communicate or qualities of 
service advertised by the providers (paragraph 1). This generates a service description 
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of the web service offered (paragraph 2). This service description is stored in a UDDI 
node to be later retrieved by the service requestor (paragraph 3). 

Arguments to Claims 22, 25, and 29: 

a) The prior art does not disclose number of times the software service has been 
used, frequency of use of the software service, execution time of the software services, 
and maintenance time for the software service. 
Response to arguments of Claims 22, 25, and 29: 

As to point a: The argument has been considered but is not persuasive. On page 
pg. 27, paragraph 3, "Quality of Service at..." and pg. 28, paragraph 1, "The second 
aspect of...", Kreger discloses execution time of the service which corresponds to the 
number of times the software service has been used, frequency of use of the software 
service, execution time of the software services and the time to initiate recovery or 
alternate flows corresponds to the maintenance time of the service. 

As to any claims not specifically discussed, the applicants argued that it was 
patentable for one of the reasons discussed above. Please see response to above 
arguments for unspecified discussions. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 8 and 21-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kreger (Web Services Conceptual Architecture (WSCA 1.0), May 2001) 
With respect to claim 8, Kreger discloses: 

• transmitting a search request for a service from a service requester to a 
management site that searches for software services provided via a 
network (pg. 22, paragraph 1 "The various types..." to paragraph 5, "After 
a service...", where a UDDI operator returns service descriptions to 
requestor and allows requestor to select a service); 

• obtaining by the search requester a service search result from the 
management site including information for determining quality of services 
(pg. 22, paragraph 1 "The various types..." to paragraph 5, "After a 
service...", where a UDDI operator returns service descriptions to 
requestor; service descriptions based on binding support, historical 
performance, quality of service classification, proximity or load balancing); 
corresponding to a plurality of provider sites, wherein the quality of service 
information is provided by the provider sites and accumulated by the 
management sites (pg. 21, paragraph 3-5, "Like publishing web....", where 
QOS information is provided by the web service providers and obtained in 
a description repository of the UDDI nodes); 

• selecting by the service requester at least one software service based on 
the obtained search result (pg. 22, paragraph 1 "The various types..." to 
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paragraph 5, "After a service...", requestor to selects a service to 
execute); 

• transmitting a request to execute the selected service to the service 
provider (pg. 22, paragraph 1 "The various types..." to paragraph 5, "After 
a service. . .", requestor to selects a service to execute); 
With respect to claim 24, Kreger discloses: 

• at least two service providers for providing a software service (pg. 22, paragraph 

1 "The various types..." to paragraph 5, "After a service...", requestor to selects a 
service to execute); 

• and a management service comprising a control program for: 

o receiving a service request corresponding to the software service 
from a service requestor (pg. 22, paragraph 1 "The various types..." 
to paragraph 5, "After a service...", requestor to selects a service to 
execute); 

o searching for the at least two service providers (pg. 22, paragraph 1 
"The various types..." to paragraph 5, "After a service...", requestor 
to selects a service to execute); 

o collecting quality of service (QoS) information corresponding to 
each of the at least two service providers (pg. 22, paragraph 1 "The 
various types..." to paragraph 5, "After a service...", where a UDDI 
operator returns service descriptions to requestor; service 
descriptions based on binding support, historical performance, 
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quality of service classification, proximity or load balancing), 
wherein the QOS information is provided by the at least two service 
providers and accumulated by the management service (pg. 21, 
paragraph 3-5, "Like publishing web....", where QOS information is 
provided by the web service providers and obtained in a description 
repository of the UDDI nodes); 
o transmitting the QoS information to the service requestor (pg. 22, 
paragraph 1 "The various types..." to paragraph 5, "After a 
service...", where a UDDI operator returns service descriptions to 
requestor; service descriptions based on binding support, historical 
performance, quality of service classification, proximity or load 
balancing) 

With respect to claim 27, the limitations of claim 27 are similar to the limitations 
of claim 8. Therefore, claim 27 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8 above. 
Please see rejection of claim 8. 

With respect to claims 21 and 28, Kreger discloses wherein the service 
provider and the management site are different sites (pg. 22, paragraph 4, "If service 
requestors...", UDDI operator and service providers). 

With respect to claims 22, 25 and 29, Kreger discloses wherein the information 
includes a number of times the software services have been used, a frequency of use 
corresponding to the software services; an execution time corresponding to the software 
services and a maintenance time corresponding to the software services (pg. 27, 
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paragraph 3, "Quality of Service at..." and pg. 28, paragraph 1, "The second aspect 
of..." execution time, timeout values). 

With respect to claims 23, 26 and 30, Kreger discloses wherein the information 
includes a service history resulting from execution of the service (pg. 27, paragraph 3, 
"Quality of Service at...", historical execution averages). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded 
of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Esther Benoit whose telephone number is 571-270- 
3807. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday between 7:30 
a.m. and 5 p.m. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Philip Lee can be reached on 571-272-3967. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

E.B 

May 25, 2010 
/Philip C Lee/ 

Acting Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2442 



